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In October, 2016, the father of a child who was the subject
of a care and protection proceeding in the Juvenile Court filed
a petition in the county court for relief from the denial of his
request for an injunction preventing the child from being
removed from the United States. A single justice of this court
denied relief, and, in November, 2016, the father appealed to
this court. He filed a motion for an extension of time to file
his brief and was given until December 23, 2016, to file it. He
did not do so. The child's mother, with the child's assent, has
moved to dismiss the appeal, as has the Department of Children
and Families.! See Mass. R. A. P. 19 (c), 365 Mass. 867 (1974).
In response, the father does not explain his failure to file a
brief in this matter, but makes unsubstantiated allegations
concerning the child's treatment outside this country.? The
father has had ample time to file a brief in this matter and has
not done so. Although the father is appearing pro se, we hold

I In addition, this court issued a notice preceding
dismissal under the May 17, 1988, standing order concerning
dismissals of appeals and reports pending in this court for lack
of prosecution.

2 The father also suggests that this appeal cannot be
dismissed until his underlying appeal to the Appeals Court is
resolved. Without passing on the correctness of that
proposition, we note that the father did not file a brief in
that appeal, and it was dismissed for lack of prosecution.



him to the same standards in this regard as litigants

represented by counsel. See, e.g., Rasheed v. Commonwealth, 440
Mass. 1027, 1027 (2003); Solimine v. Davidian, 422 Mass. 1002,
1002 (1996). Accordingly, the appeal must be dismissed for lack

of prosecution.?3

Appeal dismissed.
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3 The Department of Children and Families also suggests that
the appeal is moot and that the courts of Massachusetts lack
jurisdiction due to a child custody proceeding in Switzerland.
Due to our disposition, we need not address these issues.



